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what they are doing. Our government 
has duplicated the China model: Invest 
in capital, they get their capital free, 
and then pay the workers very, very 
little. The American government, I 
guess they are teaching our companies 
how to compete against the Chinese by 
duplicating the Chinese model through 
Federal Prison Industries, and it is an 
outrage. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate the gentleman for his work 
on this and in trying to get the Depart-
ment of Justice aware that they are in 
direct contradiction of the goals of this 
President and this Congress which has 
said we are looking at how to maximize 
the private sector and put Americans 
who are law-abiding citizens back to 
work. 

I do not want to face people in my 
district who might have to wear a but-
ton that says ‘‘I follow the law, I am 
employed.’’ We need to look for options 
for people to be trained. This is not 
about not giving people in prison an 
opportunity, but there is no reason 
that going to prison should give people 
an unfair advantage, particularly going 
through foreign countries, against peo-
ple who in America have followed the 
law who are working hard who have ac-
tually outcompeted foreign companies 
to hold their sector until the U.S. Gov-
ernment behind them, waiving regula-
tions and waiving capital costs, then 
giving them a mandatory advantage to 
go for higher prices with less quality 
and say you still must buy it, and then 
have the gall to come to Congress and 
say we are trying to contract out. We 
are trying to save money for the Fed-
eral Government when, in fact, they 
are putting people in our districts out 
of work. 

It does not make sense and it does 
not fly, and I hope more Members and 
staff will pay attention to this debate. 
It is pretty much of a no-brainer. I 
hope that the Department of Justice 
will turn around on this. They are pro-
jecting this as a growth industry. It is 
incredible to me that they would not 
be humiliated by this, and instead look 
at it as a growth industry. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is what is 
coming down the road. It has been a 
growth industry. It is going to con-
tinue to be a growth industry. I am op-
timistic with the kind of support that 
we have for the bill on a bipartisan 
basis, we have had a coalition of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK), the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY), the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) and myself, together for a 
number of years, and I am looking for-
ward to this to move through the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary quickly, and 
am hopeful that we can get this bill to 
the floor and have a good debate.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1298, THE UNITED STATES 
LEADERSHIP AGAINST HIV/AIDS, 
TUBERCULOSIS, AND MALARIA 
ACT OF 2003 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART (during 
Special Order of Mr. HOEKSTRA) from 
the Committee on Rules submitted a 
privileged report (Rept. No. 108–80) on 
the resolution (H. Res. 210) providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1298) 
to provide assistance to foreign coun-
tries to combat HIV/AIDS, tuber-
culosis, and malaria, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed.
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THE PRINCIPLES OF RESPONSI-
BILITY, INTEGRITY AND COM-
MON SENSE APPLIED TO FED-
ERAL BUDGET AND TAX POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
BAIRD) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, we are here 
today to talk about fundamental prin-
ciples, principles of responsibility, in-
tegrity and common sense as they 
apply to the Federal budget and to tax 
policy. Over the past 2 weeks, we had 
the opportunity to go home and hear 
from our constituents, and we hosted 
an event with the Concord Coalition. 
We had people in several of my commu-
nities get together to try to balance 
the Federal budget, and we learned 
some very interesting things from that 
process. 

We learned, among other things, that 
in spite of the majority’s recent claims 
that deficits do not matter, the Amer-
ican people say that common sense 
says deficits do matter. We cannot, 
year after year, run enormous deficits, 
pass those on to our kids and not ex-
pect somebody to have to pay the 
piper. With several of my colleagues 
tonight, we are going to talk about 
how we got into that deficit, how we 
ought to get out of it, and how the poli-
cies put forward by the majority and 
this administration will actually make 
the situation far worse rather than bet-
ter. 

The first speaker this evening is the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 
He said to me tonight he has to speak 
first because he has to go home and 
tuck the kids in. It occurred to me that 
is really why most of us serve here, we 
want to create a better America for our 
kids. And part of that way we create a 
better world is facing up to fiscal re-
sponsibility and not passing on an 
enormous burden of debt to those chil-
dren in order to gain easy election or 
political advantage in the short term. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me, and 
for his outspoken and consistent lead-

ership in fighting for fiscal responsi-
bility, not just for this generation of 
Americans, but for our children and 
their children, future generations of 
Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, more and more Ameri-
cans, and certainly central Texans 
when I go home, are asking a very im-
portant question: Why has the Repub-
lican leadership in Washington, D.C. 
abandoned the values of fiscal responsi-
bility and balanced budgets? That is a 
good question. Frankly, the party that 
used to pride itself and the party that 
fought for balanced budgets, led a fight 
for a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment has now become the party 
that is proposing the largest deficits in 
American history. Let me discuss some 
facts. 

Fact number one, it is true that the 
administration in Congress this year 
are proposing the largest deficit in 
American history. Let me repeat that 
one more time because a lot of people 
do not believe it, but it is true. The 
White House, President Bush and Re-
publican leaders have endorsed the 
largest deficit in our Nation’s 200-year-
plus history. $292 billion used to be the 
record for deficit spending. This year it 
could be well over $307 billion. That is 
more of a deficit than we had during 
World War I, World War II, the Viet-
nam War or the Korean War. 

Fact number two, this proposed Re-
publican historically high deficit does 
not include one dime for the cost of the 
Iraqi war or building a national health 
care system for Iraq which they pro-
pose, or helping build new schools for 
Iraqi families. 

Fact three, if we do not count the bil-
lions of dollars being taken out of the 
Medicare and Social Security trust 
funds to fund this huge deficit, the real 
deficit to the American people is actu-
ally this year going to be over $400 bil-
lion if Washington Republicans get 
their way. 

Fact number four, the House-passed 
Republican budget supports deficits 
not just this year, but for as far as the 
eye can see. In fact, over 214 Members 
of this House, Republicans, voted to in-
crease the national debt by $6 trillion 
by the year 2013. 

Mr. Speaker, let me put this in per-
spective. It took two centuries, in fact, 
over 200 years for America to build up 
a $1 trillion national debt. Yet in 10 
years, Republicans will have been suc-
cessful in increasing that national debt 
6 times more than the amount that it 
took two centuries to create. $6 trillion 
in additional national debt in the next 
10 years under their economic plans 
and schemes, versus $1 trillion devel-
oped over the first 200 years of Amer-
ican history. That is the kind of his-
tory we do not hear Republicans in this 
Chamber and across Washington talk-
ing about very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is fair to ask 
the question who in America should 
worry about these Republican deficits? 
Do they really matter? Do they affect 
the average American citizen? I think 
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the answer is we should all care and be 
concerned about the historically high 
deficits for several reasons. 

First, let us look at taxpayers. Tax-
payers, according to Republican esti-
mates, will have to pay $1 trillion in 
extra taxes over the next decade just to 
pay the extra interest on the national 
debt. That is money that could have 
been saved for our children and grand-
children’s homes and cars, for building 
their futures, educating their children. 
That is money that could have been 
used to provide college student loans 
and grants through Federal programs. 

Family businesses and farms ought 
to be concerned about the deficit be-
cause as thousands of economists and 
well-respected business leaders have 
said, once the economy gets back on its 
feet, having 3 and $400 billion deficits 
will increase the cost of doing business 
for family businesses and farms. When 
a farmer goes to borrow money to 
plant his crop or buy seed or fertilizer, 
that farmer is going to have to pay 
more in loans for interest back to the 
bank for loans. Small businesses want-
ing to create new jobs are going to 
have to pay more interest on the 
money that they have to borrow to ex-
pand their businesses. Deficits are bad 
for American taxpayers and American 
farmers, and they are bad for American 
family businesses. 

How about American family workers, 
should they care about these deficits? 
Well, most workers are struggling to 
support their families, provide a decent 
home and quality education for their 
children. So now when American work-
ers, under the new Republican Babe 
Ruths of deficits, go to borrow money 
to buy homes, they will pay thousands 
of dollars more for the cost of that 
home because of higher interest rates.
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They will pay more when they have 
to borrow money to buy a car; and they 
ought to be concerned because accord-
ing to many economists, including 
Alan Greenspan, if we were to have 
hundreds of billions of dollars of addi-
tionally proposed tax cuts despite our 
historically high deficits this year, 
then we are going to potentially hurt 
economic growth. That means fewer 
jobs for American workers. American 
seniors ought to be worried about def-
icit spending because that deficit is 
being underwritten by being borrowing 
money from the Social Security and 
Medicare trust funds. Baby boomers, 
our future seniors in the next few 
years, ought to be gravely concerned 
about undermining the fiscal integrity 
of the Social Security and Medicare 
trust funds just as they begin to retire 
in the next 7 or 8 years. 

How about parents? Parents cer-
tainly should be concerned about def-
icit spending because they do not want, 
I do not want, we should not want to 
drown our children in a sea of national 
debt. It is morally wrong to do so. And 
as we Americans stand so proudly be-
hind our soldiers and servicemen and 

women who fought in Iraq so coura-
geously, as we honor our veterans with 
resolutions of words here on this floor 
in order to pay for some of this divi-
dend tax cut and other proposed tax 
cuts, Republicans from the White 
House to Congress have proposed the 
following just this year, in the last few 
weeks, in fact: $28 billion in veterans 
cuts over the next 10 years, $1.5 billion 
in cuts this year for military construc-
tion programs that help train our serv-
icemen and women and provide better 
quality of life, day care, housing for 
those servicemen and women; $175 mil-
lion Republicans have proposed cutting 
in Impact Aid education that provides 
a better education for military chil-
dren while Mom and Dad are fighting 
for our country in Iraq; and $172 billion 
Republicans have voted for in this 
House to cut Medicare and Medicaid. 
That means fewer seniors getting nurs-
ing home care, fewer seniors getting 
medical care that they need. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago, not that 
long ago, Republicans in Congress 
passed, over my objection, a $1.3 tril-
lion tax cut; and when they did it, 
every Member, every Republican who 
spoke in the well of this House said we 
can have it both ways, we can have our 
cake and eat it too. We like the free-
lunch philosophy. We can cut taxes by 
a massive amount and still balance the 
budget. These same economic gurus are 
now proposing $1 trillion more in tax 
cuts.

And let me clarify this point. The 
public debate is between $350 billion 
and $500 billion in tax cuts, but some-
body needs to recognize that there are 
about six or seven or eight or nine 
other tax cuts that the administration 
and congressional Republican leaders 
have proposed. We add them all up and 
we are talking about more than $1 tril-
lion of extra tax cuts despite the fact 
that we have got the largest deficit by 
far in American history. 

I think before we buy into the next 
round of proposed trillion dollar free-
lunch tax cuts, it is fair to ask how ac-
curate were our Republican colleagues 
and leaders in predicting just 2 years 
ago we could cut taxes by over $1 tril-
lion and balance the budget. Fact: Re-
publican leaders were off by $12 tril-
lion. Not million, not billion. $12 tril-
lion, because just 2 years ago they were 
predicting we would have no national 
debt by the year 2013. The budget that 
they just voted on in the House, that 
they have passed in the House, sug-
gests we will have $12 trillion in na-
tional debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that if 
a business had an economist that was 
$12 trillion off, not to mention the 2.5 
million jobs we have lost in the last 
couple of years, $12 trillion off, 2 mil-
lion jobs off in the economic growth 
projections, most companies would fire 
those economists summarily. They cer-
tainly would not be rehired to make 
more proposals and more economic 
suggestions. 

Finally, I hope we could examine two 
assertions we are hearing from our Re-

publican colleagues. The first is this 
massive new tax cut is really a growth 
plan. That is not what the Congres-
sional Budget Office said recently after 
an extensive report; and by the way, 
the CBO, Congressional Budget Office, 
is headed by a former top economist in 
this Bush administration’s White 
House. What that report said was basi-
cally that whatever short-term stimu-
lative effect any tax cut might have 
would probably be offset by the mas-
sive deficits that would result from 
that. 

In fact, the report says: ‘‘The overall 
macroeconomic effect of the proposals 
in the President’s budget is not obvi-
ous.’’ Is not obvious. That is bad news 
for the free-lunch crowd that believes 
we can promise everything to the 
American people and they will be gul-
lible enough to believe it. We could 
have massive tax cuts, fight a war in 
Iraq, rebuild Iraq, increase our defense 
spending significantly, provide pre-
scription drugs for seniors, and, by the 
way, we will balance the budget for our 
children. Just trust us. The last time 
the American people trusted them with 
their predictions of that free-lunch phi-
losophy, they were off $12 trillion. Our 
children and grandchildren cannot af-
ford another $12 trillion mistake. 

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that 
in today’s Washington Post, Alan 
Greenspan was basically quoted as say-
ing that unless we offset these newest 
Republican tax cuts with spending 
cuts, it could well harm economic 
growth. The article in The Post said: 
‘‘Greenspan endorsed the view of a re-
cent study by Federal economists that 
rising budget deficits put upward pres-
sure on long-term interest rates, which 
act as a drag on economic growth by 
raising the cost of borrowing for busi-
nesses and consumers.’’

The fact is that in yesterday’s Wash-
ington Post there was a fascinating ar-
ticle. The article was entitled, ‘‘Bush 
Offers New Argument for His Tax-Cut 
Proposal.’’ It talks about the imme-
diate short-term growth this might 
create. But it is interesting that the 
article goes on and says this: ‘‘Beyond 
2007, the tax package would actually do 
more harm than good, warned Joel 
Prakken of Macroeconomic Advisers, 
LLC, which developed the computer 
model the White House used.’’ So the 
very economists that the White House 
depended upon to develop computer 
models to try to sell their tax cut ad-
mits that the administration’s growth 
plan could actually be an antigrowth 
plan, a job depressant in the years 
ahead because of the massive deficit 
spending. 

Finally, the Republicans say that we 
will pay for those tax cuts with tough 
new spending cuts. We have heard some 
proposals cutting Medicare and Med-
icaid by $172 billion, veterans by $28 
billion, Impact Aid for military kids by 
$175 million; but once pressured by the 
public, it took about 2 weeks for Re-
publicans to back off from some of 
those cuts. 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 03:40 May 01, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00092 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K30AP7.128 H30PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3547April 30, 2003
But let me just state for the record, 

and I will finish with this: when Repub-
licans talk about courageous spending 
cuts, look at what they do, not what 
they say, because if we look at the five 
programs that represent about three-
fourths of all Federal spending, Social 
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, defense, 
and interest on the national debt, the 
administration and the Republicans in 
Congress are wanting to increase, in-
crease, spending on three of those five 
programs. Massive increase, $1 trillion 
more over the next decade on interest 
in the national debt; massive increase 
in defense spending, which I support, 
but I am willing to pay for; and they
are proposing a $400 billion Medicare 
plan for prescription drugs, which I am 
afraid seniors will probably never see. 

Mr. Speaker, through fiscal responsi-
bility and balanced budgets, we can 
create the economic foundation for 
America to have tremendous growth. 
That is what we did in the 1990s. The 
proof is in the pudding. That plan led 
to 22 million new jobs in America. The 
latest growth plan resulted in 2.5 mil-
lion lost jobs. Let us look at the track 
record of these economic gurus before 
we sell our children and grandchildren 
into a lifetime of paying taxes just to 
pay interest on the national debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
my colleague from Texas (Mr. ED-
WARDS) for such an articulate presen-
tation and a clear-cut explanation of 
what is wrong with the tax proposals 
and the budget plans of the majority 
party and the administration. The gen-
tleman was, I think, astute in observ-
ing that when the Democrats con-
trolled the White House and the House 
of Representatives, it was literally 
about 10 years ago, almost 10 years ago 
today, they had the courage to step 
forward and confront budget deficits, 
not to pooh-pooh them, not to say this 
does not matter, but to confront budg-
et deficits and say we must enact fis-
cally responsible policies. 

The other party, the majority party, 
claimed that if we did that, we would 
lose jobs, we would see interest rates 
skyrocket, we would see inflation go 
through the roof. What in fact hap-
pened? The longest economic expansion 
in the history of this country. More 
jobs were created. Unemployment went 
down. Healthcare was improved. Our 
education system was improved. 

If my colleagues want to make a 
judgment by history, look at the re-
cent history. When the Democrats set 
the fiscal policy of this country, we 
saw sustained economic growth. In the 
Republican administration, we have 
seen sustained unemployment and eco-
nomic decline. 

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) is a member of the Committee 
on the Budget and will address pre-
cisely those issues now. I yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding so 

we can continue to discuss the budget 
situation we are in. 

I like to use charts because one uses 
a lot of adjectives and uses a lot of 
spin. One cannot spin charts because 
they just show us what the numbers 
are. This chart, for example, shows the 
deficit year by year over the years. 
Johnson, Nixon, Ford, Carter. We all 
remember that deficits ran up under 
Reagan and Bush; and we also remem-
ber that when President Clinton came 
in with a Democratic majority, we cast 
the tough votes to create a surplus for 
the first time in decades. We also know 
that during this administration, the 
Republican Congress, after they took 
over Congress, passed huge tax cuts 
that were vetoed time and time again. 
The Republicans passed the tax cuts; 
President Clinton vetoed them. They 
threatened to close down the govern-
ment. He vetoed it anyway. They shut 
down the government. He vetoed it 
anyway, and we were able to have a 
straight line right up to surplus. Unfor-
tunately, President Bush did not veto 
those irresponsible tax cuts, and we see 
what happened all of a sudden. 

If anybody asks what is the Demo-
cratic plan now, we just point to the 
green. When the Democrats had control 
of the budget with Clinton and enough 
Democrats in Congress to sustain his 
vetoes, this was the Democratic plan. 
This is the Republican plan. Once we 
run up all those deficits, we have to 
pay interest on the national debt. This 
chart shows what the interest on the 
national debt would have been had we 
not messed up the budget. That is the 
green line showing what the interest 
on the national debt would have been. 
The red line is what the interest on the 
national debt will be as a result of 
messing up the budget. To put this in 
perspective, the blue line is the defense 
budget. By 2013 we will be paying al-
most as much interest on the national 
debt as we pay for defending the United 
States of America. 

We also can make this personal. This 
is what we call the debt tax. A family 
of four, take all the interest on the na-
tional debt, divide it by population, 
multiply it by four. Right now a family 
of four’s proportional share of the in-
terest on the national debt, about 
$4,400, $4,500. It was going to zero. But 
by 2013, $8,500 and rising. And how did 
we get in this mess? The tax cuts. And 
who got the tax cuts? We can say who 
got it, but let us look at the chart. The 
bottom 20 percent, the blue is the 2001 
tax cut, the green is the proposed 2003 
tax cut, and we see who got a little of 
the tax cut. There is a line right here 
that is hard to see, but it shows that 
one half of the tax cut went to the top 
1 percent of the population. 

As a result of these tax cuts, we also 
have to consider the effect that they 
had on Social Security. This is a chart 
of the Social Security trust fund.
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We are bringing in more money in 
Social Security than we are paying out 

right now because the baby-boomers 
are retiring shortly, and we need to 
save the money for Social Security. We 
cannot balance the budget with a $150 
billion surplus in Medicare and Social 
Security. In 2017 it is going to change. 
Look at what we are going to have to 
come up with as we go along. 

Now, the interesting thing is it is 
challenging, and this is the $900 billion, 
over $1 trillion a year we are going to 
have to come up with in cash to pay 
this. 

The embarrassing thing about this is 
if you go back to the tax cut, one-half 
of the tax cut of 2001, one-half, that is 
what the upper 1 percent got, had we, 
instead of giving a tax cut, allocated 
that amount of money to Social Secu-
rity, we could have paid Social Secu-
rity without reducing any benefits for 
75 years. But, instead, we did the tax 
cut. 

So we have jeopardized Social Secu-
rity, we have ruined the budget in 
terms of deficits, we have run up the 
debt tax. And, why? To create jobs? Let 
us see how we did. 

This is a job growth in the last 50-
some years, going back to the Truman 
administration, Eisenhower-Nixon, 
Kennedy-Johnson, Johnson, Nixon, all 
the way through the worst job creation 
in over 50 years. 

Now, we say, well, what do you ex-
pect? 9/11. That is why we could not 
create any jobs. But as you think of it, 
we were fighting the Korean War, we 
created jobs. We fought the Vietnam 
War, we created jobs. We had our hos-
tages taken in Iran, we created jobs. 
We fought the Cold War all the way 
through. We fought in Grenada and in 
Panama. The Persian Gulf, we created 
jobs. Somalia, Kosovo, we created jobs. 
9/11, why can we not create jobs? 

We passed their plan. The worst in-
vestment growth since World War II. 
We had investment growth every year 
through the Korean War, Vietnam War, 
Cold War, all the way through, but not 
in this administration after we have 
wrecked the budget. 

When we talk about sending people’s 
money back on tax cuts, we are not 
sending their money back. As we point-
ed out, we are spending all of their 
money. What we are sending them back 
is their children’s money that they will 
have to pay off. 

My question is, how bad does this sit-
uation have to get? How much debt do 
you have to run up before you acknowl-
edge that the plan did not work? How 
many jobs do you have to lose? We 
have lost almost 2.6 million jobs since 
this administration came. Unemploy-
ment is up. Long-term unemployment 
has tripled. How bad does it have to get 
before you acknowledge that it did not 
work? 

We need fiscal responsibility. We 
need the Democratic plan and need to 
reject the plan offered by the Repub-
licans that we are passing now. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding so 
we could offer these graphs which show 
in numbers exactly how bad it is. 
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Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 

colleague. What a clear-cut expla-
nation of the situation we are in. 

When I had those forums and town 
hall meetings back home, people asked 
me precisely the kind of questions the 
gentleman was addressing. What does 
this tax cut do for jobs? What does it 
do to provide prescription benefits for 
our senior citizens? 

When I asked people, which would 
you rather do, a tax cut for the 
wealthiest people in this country, or 
invest in our transportation infrastruc-
ture and put people back to work? 
They said put people back to work. 

When I asked which would you rather 
do, a tax cut for the wealthiest people 
in this country or invest in a prescrip-
tion drug program so our seniors can 
stay healthy and actually lower the 
cost of health care in the long run, 
they said take care of our seniors. 

One of the Members of this body who 
has done as much as anyone to keep 
the cost of prescription drugs down is 
my good friend and colleague the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN). I yield 
to the gentleman, who will not only 
talk about job growth and the tax cuts, 
but also about the fundamental prin-
ciples of values and how those are 
manifested through the decisions we 
are making, and, unfortunately, 
through the decisions this body is not 
making. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I want 
to commend him and all of my col-
leagues for being here tonight to try to 
present some factual evidence about 
what the Republican tax cuts are real-
ly all about. 

One can see what is going on in part 
just by looking at the state of the 
economy under the Bush administra-
tion. This chart shows that with net 
growth of 1.5 percent, the Bush admin-
istration has now the worst real GDP 
growth since World War II. Every other 
administration has done better at cre-
ating jobs and growing the economy 
than the Bush administration has. 

For example, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) was just showing 
this other chart, which shows that it is
the worst private sector job growth 
since World War II. 

In fact, if you look at this chart 
again, what you see is that since Presi-
dent Bush took office, we have lost al-
most 2.6 million private sector jobs in 
this country. No wonder the adminis-
tration is concerned. In every other ad-
ministration, except only the second 
term of the Eisenhower administra-
tion, there has been job growth in this 
country. This has been a country where 
the economy has been strong, where it 
has been growing, even when we have 
had difficulty. But not in this adminis-
tration. 

Mr. BAIRD. If the gentleman will 
yield, when I look at that chart, you 
look at the graph where the numbers 
are going up, that is putting people 
back to work. That is helping people 
take care of their families, buy homes, 
invest in this economy. 

When you see that chart going down, 
which has happened in this administra-
tion, that is people losing their jobs, 
losing hope, losing health care, losing 
the ability to take care of their fami-
lies. 

These are not just numbers. As the 
gentleman knows, these are real life 
stories of people whose lives are being 
ruined by the economy. 

Mr. ALLEN. That is exactly right. 
Like the gentleman, I have been in my 
home State of Maine doing community 
meetings and talking to people 
throughout my district, and these are 
not very good times for many, many 
people. We are suffering losses in agri-
culture, we are suffering losses in man-
ufacturing, and, for more and more 
people, it is difficult. 

I sat with a group of people at one 
company which is doing okay right 
now, but she was talking about the 
cost of her health care, trying to raise 
her daughter, she is a single mom, try-
ing to take care of a daughter, and she 
said what a lot of people are echoing: 
‘‘I never thought it would be this 
hard.’’

This is a difficult economy. Young 
people coming out of college today, 
coming out of graduate school, are hav-
ing a very tough time finding jobs, and 
many people are being laid off and los-
ing their health care along with their 
employment. 

Mr. BAIRD. When I talk to those 
folks, they do not tell me, ‘‘What I 
would like the President and Congress 
to do is give me a tax cut.’’ What they 
say is, ‘‘We want jobs and we want 
health care.’’

Mr. ALLEN. Well, that is a different 
priority than the Republicans in Con-
gress have. This is what the majority 
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), said just a few weeks ago: 
‘‘Nothing is more important in the face 
of war than cutting taxes.’’ ‘‘Nothing is 
more important in the face of war than 
cutting taxes.’’

What he meant by that is we are not 
going to ask anyone to sacrifice. We 
are certainly not going to ask anyone 
to sacrifice to improve the lives of 
their children and grandchildren. 

So it is worth looking at what taxes 
he is actually talking about and who 
benefits. 

This chart says how much of the 2003 
proposed tax cuts do you get? Well, 
look at the chart. Let us leave off all of 
those earning less than $46,000 a year. 
Let us just talk about the group earn-
ing between $46,000 and $77,000 a year. 
That group, under the President’s pro-
posal, would get $657 on average per 
year. It is something, but the price to 
be paid for that is less money for 
schools, less money for health care, no 
prescription drugs for seniors and so 
on. 

For those earning between $77,000 and 
$154,000 the average tax break is $1,800. 

If you are much wealthier than that, 
if you are in the upper 5 percent in this 
country and you are earning between 
the 95th and 99th percentile, $154,000 to 

$374,000, you get $3,500 a year. I can tell 
you, that is not going to change the 
lives of many people in that income 
category. 

But it is only when you get to the 
upper 1 percent that you strike mega-
bucks. Only then do you strike the 
jackpot, because if you are earning 
over $374,000 a year on average, you get 
$30,000 a year in tax reductions. That is 
who is benefiting from these tax cuts 
that the President is talking about. 

He is saying this is a plan for eco-
nomic growth. You have to ask, is this 
about growth, or is it just about greed? 
Is it about those people who benefited 
most in the 1990s, who saw their in-
comes soar, who are now getting the 
benefit of more economic growth, more 
money just funneled to them by the 
Republicans in Congress, the people 
who are the richest people in this coun-
try getting the benefits of this tax 
package if it goes through? 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, if I can interrupt for one sec-
ond, I wonder if the gentleman could 
talk about the effect of these tax cuts 
on the economy. 

It is often said this is the way to 
stimulate the economy and that par-
ticularly the President’s new round of 
tax cuts is going to be the key to turn-
ing the economy around. I just saw 
some figures released today by the Cen-
ter on Budget and Policy Priorities, 
and they talk about how different 
measures would stimulate the econ-
omy. 

If you extended emergency Federal 
unemployment benefits, for example, 
for every dollar that you use for that 
purpose you get $1.73 of economic stim-
ulus, because these folks are going to 
use that extra money for the neces-
sities of life and they are going to pour 
it right back into the economy. 

If you help State governments, for 
example, with their Medicaid expenses, 
for every dollar you put into that you 
get $1.24 worth of stimulus. 

But what about dividend tax reduc-
tion? For every dollar of revenue you 
lose to dividend tax reduction, the 
stimulative effect on the economy is 
all of 9 cents. Nine cents. 

So would the gentleman say these 
upper bracket tax cuts do very much to 
improve our economic situation? 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments, and clearly not. 
Clearly, when you look at the econo-
mists, the bulk of the economists who 
have commented on these proposals, 
this is not about economic growth at 
all. The President can travel across the 
country and say over and over again 
that we are trying to grow the econ-
omy, and the truth is it is not true. It 
is just not true. It is about something 
else.

I want to just conclude by saying a 
few things about what I believe that 
something else is. 

The President’s proposal, the pro-
posal of the Republicans in Congress, is 
essentially saying to the American 
people, think of yourself first. These 
are ‘‘me first’’ policies. 
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When the President said that after 

taking office, that it is not the govern-
ment’s money, it is your money, he 
was encouraging every person in this 
country to think of themselves first; 
not to think about the children in this 
country who are going to public 
schools and need some funds in order to 
have the quality of schools that they 
should have. Not to think about those 
people who have lost their jobs and 
need some job training assistance to 
get back to work. Not to think about 
those seniors who have to choose be-
tween prescription drugs and their food 
or their rent or their heating fuel. 
What he was saying to America was 
think of yourselves first. 

When Republicans stand up and say 
we want people to keep more of their 
money, they are making the same 
pitch. Do not think about those things 
we have in common. Do not think 
about what it takes to build a strong 
country. Do not think about the re-
sources that we need to put into trans-
portation, into health care, into edu-
cation, into those things that will lift 
the country and make it strong. They 
want people to think of themselves 
first. 

That is not what this country is 
about. This country is better than 
that. We have invested in ourselves be-
fore, since the Second World War. We 
need to keep investing in the American 
people, and, if we do that, we will be a 
stronger and better country in the fu-
ture than we are in the past. 

I have great hope that we will get 
there, but these Republican tax cut 
plans for the richest people in the 
country are leading us down the wrong 
path. We need to get back to a policy of 
investing in people and making sure 
that the government plays its role in 
strengthening this economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for his time. 

Mr. BAIRD. I thank the gentleman. 
The gentleman has summarized it so 
well. The irony is, and let me just ask 
the gentleman to respond to this for 
second. You had that chart up there 
that showed that the vast bulk of the 
tax breaks go to the very wealthiest. 
The majority party, the Republicans, 
say we are engaging in class warfare. 
Not at all. I admire and respect people 
who have made wealth in this country. 

But it is interesting, when I talk to 
those folks, they often say to me, ‘‘You 
know what? We are not asking for the 
tax cut.’’ This assumption that every-
one is venal and self-serving and does 
not put the country before their own 
immediate needs, I am not sure I buy it 
for most Americans.
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I do not think so. I think most Amer-
icans say, we have to invest. I do not 
know about my colleagues, but I hear 
small business people saying, give me a 
little break so I can make ends meet, 
take care of my family and provide 
health care. I hear Mom saying, make 
sure that I have a job that pays a de-

cent wage. I hear Dad saying, make 
sure that I can provide for my family 
and give my kids an education. I do not 
hear most Americans saying, let us 
make sure the people who have the 
most in this country get the most in 
the tax cuts. Is the gentleman hearing 
that from his constituents? 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I am really 
not. I do know some people in this 
upper 1 percent and none of them so far 
have said to me that we really need to 
have a tax cut of this magnitude. They 
are better than that. 

So one has to wonder, what really is 
the underlying motivation. It seems to 
me that it is clearly not economic 
growth, because this is a plan that will 
not grow the economy. What is it? Mr. 
Speaker, that old hostility that so 
many Republicans have for Medicare 
and Social Security, we have to wonder 
whether or not something is going on 
here. If they succeed in stripping out 
revenues, billions, even trillions, of 
dollars from the Federal Government 
in the next few years, then there will 
not be money to take care of the baby 
boom generation when we enter Medi-
care and Social Security. We cannot let 
that happen. It is the wrong thing. 

But I absolutely agree with the gen-
tleman from Washington. Nobody, not 
one person in the 2 weeks I was back in 
Maine, not one person said to me, what 
we really need in this country is a tax 
cut weighted primarily to people earn-
ing $1 million a year. Nobody is for it. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I agree. 
When the President asked rhetorically 
in his speeches, if a little bit of a tax 
cut is a good thing, what about a big 
tax cut, well, the answer is we have al-
ready had a pretty big darn tax cut; 
and the second answer is, most people 
are not going to get that tax cut. And 
the third answer is, that big tax cut 
comes with an awfully big debt, and 
there is something desperately wrong 
with an awfully big debt. 

I would like to yield to the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN), 
a member of the Committee on the 
Budget, and an individual who has led 
efforts in this body on education, on 
health care, on social justice, making 
sure that all Americans share in the 
American dream and have an oppor-
tunity to benefit from the economic 
policies of this Congress. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, in the 
spring of 2001, the President and some 
Members of Congress told the Amer-
ican people that we could afford a $1.6 
trillion tax cut that was custom de-
signed by, and primarily for, our 
wealthiest citizens, and still we would 
have money left over to shore up Social 
Security and Medicare, make invest-
ments in our education system, so that 
no child would be left behind. And still, 
we would have enough money left over 
beyond that to pay down our national 
debt. 

Well, today we know that that was 
not true. Except for the passage of the 
tax cut, none of the rest of those things 
happened. And to make matters worse, 

the tax cut left no room for unexpected 
events like the terrorist attacks on 
September 11 or the economic down-
turn that our country is still experi-
encing. Projected surpluses have been 
replaced by deficits as far as the eye 
can see. 

Fast forward 2 years to today and 
this Congress is debating yet another 
tax cut. President Bush has made end-
ing double taxation of corporate divi-
dends the centerpiece of his $1.4 trillion 
package, because he says that this tax 
is contraindicated by certain economic 
models.

Well, since January of 2001, our coun-
try has lost more than 2.3 million jobs, 
an average of 73,000 jobs per month. 
And the long-term unemployment level 
is the same as it was during the reces-
sion under the first Bush administra-
tion. 

Now is not the time to have philo-
sophical debates about economic mod-
els. Now is the time for this President 
and Congress to be acting on measures 
that would truly put America back to 
work. 

The President said in an April 15 
speech that Congress needed to take 
quick action on his plan to get the 
economy back on track. Well, I agree 
with the President that we must act 
quickly on a plan; but not the Presi-
dent’s plan, because it is not a stim-
ulus plan. His package provides no im-
mediate stimulus and fails to create 
jobs. Studies predict that in the year 
2003, the President’s plan would only 
restore a small number of the jobs re-
cently lost in our economy. Moreover, 
only about 5.5 percent of the Presi-
dent’s plan would go into effect in cal-
endar year 2003, while nearly 80 percent 
of the plan would be phased in in the 
future during the years 2005 through 
2013. Well, people need jobs now. They 
cannot wait 2 weeks, let alone 2 years. 

There is good reason why Americans 
are not sold on the President’s tax cut. 
They realize that it is cast in the same 
mold as the first one, which was too 
much for too few. The President is pro-
posing to accelerate the reduction of 
the 4 top income tax rates that was 
part of his original tax package. 

Well, if you are a policeman, a forest 
ranger, an average service or retail sec-
tor employee, or one of our Nation’s 
400,000 enlisted servicemen or women, 
you would receive no tax relief from 
any sort of acceleration of these mar-
ginal tax rates. But consider yourself 
blessed if you are a professional ath-
lete, for example, playing football, bas-
ketball, or hockey. Combined, these 
particular 4,000 professional athletes 
would get approximately $240 million 
in tax relief if this plan were signed 
into law. 

The democratic economic stimulus 
plan is fast-acting, it is fair, and it is 
fiscally responsible. The entire $136 bil-
lion stimulus package would be in-
jected into the economy right away, 
this year. It would also extend benefits 
for unemployed Americans whose 
emergency benefits right now are going 
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to expire on May 31. Most importantly, 
it would provide tax relief to all Amer-
icans. It was designed for average 
working families, not just the wealthi-
est investors. 

Congress just had a 2-week break 
where most of us could spend extended 
time meeting with our constituents. I 
like to ask my colleagues after a recess 
if their constituents are concerned 
about the same issues that mine care 
about in Wisconsin. Most of the time, 
our constituents’ concerns are very 
similar. That is why it is hard for me 
to believe now that Congress can fath-
om this fiscally irresponsible and mis-
guided tax cut. 

When I have talked to unemployed 
workers in my district, they certainly 
have not come up to me pleading for 
accelerated tax cuts. They have asked 
how Congress plans to help put them 
and the rest of America back to work. 
They have asked for help in getting 
temporary health care coverage for 
their kids and their families in case 
they get sick. My constituents wonder 
if Medicare is going to be able to pro-
vide their parents health care or when 
their kids grow up, if they will be able 
to find a job that pays a livable wage. 
They are worried, and they should be. 
They should worry, because this budget 
places tax cuts for the wealthy ahead 
of job creation for families. They 
should worry, because this budget adds 
over $5 trillion to the national debt 
over the next 10 years. 

This budget takes our country down 
the wrong path. While some Members 
of Congress complain about how long 
our budget and fiscal process is every 
year, I believe it is a good thing. It 
means we still have time to craft a bet-
ter plan, one that does not put the fis-
cal health of our economy and the live-
lihood of our communities and our 
families and the ability of our children 
to have a better life in jeopardy. We 
must tackle that task. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for her comments. 

One of the issues this budget does not 
address that I know is important to the 
people of Wisconsin, as it is to my own 
State of Washington and, in fact, to 
the Committee on the Budget chair-
man’s State of Iowa, is Medicare fair-
ness. Many of our States are des-
perately underfunded in terms of Medi-
care compensation rates. This budget 
does nothing to fix that. My own State 
of Washington faces a terrible injus-
tice, that we cannot deduct our sales 
taxes like other States can deduct 
their income tax. This budget does 
nothing to fix that. There are a host of 
problems with this budget. It was 
passed at 2 a.m. in the morning. The 
majority of the Members of this body 
who voted for it had never read it. 
They had seen summaries perhaps, but 
I guarantee they had not read it be-
cause there was not time. When you 
pass a budget that spends $2.2 trillion, 
that takes 24 hours to debate it and 
you have not read it, we have a prob-
lem on our hands and, unfortunately, 

our country has a much bigger prob-
lem. 

We have heard from people from 
Maine tonight, from Texas, from my 
own State of Washington, Wisconsin, 
and Virginia. The distinguished rank-
ing member of the Committee on the 
Budget hails from South Carolina. I 
think it is arguable that very few peo-
ple, if anyone, in this Congress have 
more knowledge about the intricacies 
and the importance of the budget proc-
ess than my dear friend and colleague, 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the Committee on the Budget, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, as my 
colleagues can surmise, we are here to-
night because my Republican col-
leagues have put another round of tax 
cuts on a fast track. In fact, by next 
week, early next week there may be 
what we call a markup of a bill we have 
yet to see in the Committee on Ways 
and Means. Within 24 hours after that 
markup, that bill may be on the House 
floor for fast track consideration, prob-
ably not amendable. And, in the blink 
of an eye, we could very well adopt an-
other round of tax reduction equal to 
$500 billion to $600 billion even more, a 
reduction in the budget rammed 
through this House. 

We have already seen taxes cut by 
$1.35 trillion. That happened in June of 
2001. That was a historic tax cut, given 
its size. Let us just ask, what are the 
results of that tax cut? 

Well, let us look at the economy 
today, barely eking out positive 
growth at 1 percent to 1.3 percent an-
nual growth, barely growing, 2.5 mil-
lion jobs in the private sector lost 
since January of 2001, 4 million Ameri-
cans have literally quit looking for 
jobs, the unemployment rate is be-
tween 5.8 and 6 percent; but that is 
only because 4 million people since 2001 
have dropped out of the job pool, quit 
looking for a job. All of this, and we 
had a tax cut which the administration 
said we needed to boost the economy. 
Where is the boost? Where is the econ-
omy? What were the effects? 

The main effect was on the bottom 
line of the budget. We had the budget, 
when President Bush came to office, in 
the best shape in a generation. In 2000, 
the year 2000, the budget ran a surplus 
of $236 billion. It is hard to imagine 
today, 3 short years later, 2003, because 
today, all we have are debts as far as 
the eye can see. In 2001, when President 
Bush came to office, his Office of Man-
agement and Budget, his budget shop 
said we foresee surpluses equaling $5.6 
trillion over the next 10 years. And on 
the basis of that estimate, despite our 
warnings that it was an inflated esti-
mate, that there were storm clouds 
gathering over the economy that made 
us a blue sky estimate at best, he went 
ahead with a tax cut of $1.35 trillion; 
and today, the surplus is gone. 

Do not take my word for it. When the 
President sent his budget up this year, 
this year, OMB, the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget said, the surplus over 
the same period that we projected 2 
years ago, 2002 to 2011, the cumulative 
surplus over that period is no longer 
$5.6 trillion as we thought back in 2001. 
Today, it is $2.4 trillion. Now, that is 
still a big number, $2.4 trillion; but 
here is the bad news. OMB went on to 
say, and of that $2.4 trillion, Congress 
and the President have already com-
mitted $2.5 trillion. So we start the 
year in the hole, despite the fact that 
we had a budget surplus in 2000, the 
year 2000 for the first time in 30 years, 
we are now back in the soup, back in 
the red, deep in deficit; and the deficits 
are getting worse. 

So what does the administration 
order up for these dire circumstances? 
In the face of rising deficits, we no 
longer have a surplus. There is nothing 
that will mitigate tax cuts that may be 
offered now. In the face of these cir-
cumstances, the President is proposing 
more of the same: additional tax cuts, 
tax cuts in his proposal with his budget 
this year of $1.45 trillion and a budget, 
as I said, that is in deficit.
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There is no surplus anymore out of 
which to offset or mitigate those tax 
cuts. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. The 
situation the gentleman is describing 
reminds one of the old saying: if you 
find yourself in a hole, the first thing 
to do is to stop digging. 

Mr. SPRATT. Well, this administra-
tion is digging deeper and deeper and 
deeper. As I said, do not take my word 
for it. We have our own budget shop. As 
someone earlier said, it is now run by 
a very able economist who came from 
the Bush administration. 

According to their projection of the 
President’s budget, every year, if the 
President’s budget is implemented, 
every year from 2003 through 2013 there 
will be a deficit. If we do not include 
the surplus in Social Security, there 
will be a deficit of over $400 billion. 

The cumulative deficit over that 10-
year period of time, 2003 to 2013, if So-
cial Security is not included, is $4.398 
trillion. That is the Congressional 
Budget Office speaking, a neutral, non-
partisan agency. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will again 
yield, that is simply an unprecedented 
situation. If we look back at previous 
Republican administrations, what is 
striking is that when they found them-
selves at a certain point in a deep 
enough hole, they did stop digging. 

In the Reagan administration in 1982 
under Senator Robert Dole’s leader-
ship, some of the tax cuts of earlier 
times were reversed and some spending 
was cut, and the fiscal erosion was 
halted. 

Then in 1990, under the first Presi-
dent Bush, despite his ‘‘read my lips’’ 
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pledge of no new taxes, when the fiscal 
hole got deep enough and the economy 
was in a severe downturn, the Presi-
dent, in a considerable act of states-
manship, worked with congressional 
Democrats and came up with a 5-year 
budget plan that set us on the path to 
more sensible fiscal policy. 

So in those past Republican adminis-
trations, when the hole got deep 
enough, some leadership was exerted 
and they stopped digging. In this ad-
ministration, it seems there is no limit 
to the fiscal folly. 

Mr. SPRATT. The gentleman will 
search the budget the President sent us 
in vain for any such direction or incli-
nation. There is no plan and no process 
for ridding ourselves of these perpetual 
deficits. Back out Social Security, as I 
think we must, and we will find, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, that every year from 2003 
through 2013 there is a deficit over $400 
billion a year. 

When the Republicans brought their 
budget resolution to the House floor 
the night before we adjourned for the 
Easter break, 2 o’clock in the morning, 
we scrambled to go through it and un-
derstand it as much as we could. 

I never will forget finally coming 
upon page 93, page 93. It was a table 
summing up in their own figures the 
impact of the budget they were about 
to ram through the House in the early 
hours of that morning. It showed that 
the gross Federal debt this year will be 
$6.4 trillion. That is what it is today, 
because it is limited by statute at that 
level. 

By voting for that particular budget 
resolution, they voted automatically 
to raise the debt ceiling by $893 billion, 
and they voted to put in train a budget 
with tax cuts that will lead to a debt 
accumulation of $6 trillion over the 
next 10 years. 

The national debt, the gross national 
debt, subject to statutory limit, will 
grow from $6.4 trillion this year to 
$12.40 trillion in the year 2013. That is 
absolutely astounding, absolutely 
frightening, in my opinion, because I 
do not think the economy can possibly 
sustain that kind of increase in debt. 

Not only do we see additional tax 
cuts proposed in the face of rising defi-
cits, deficits, once again, as far as the 
eye can see. But if the White House 
would simply call next door to the 
Treasury, they would find that we are 
right now at this moment experiencing 
a tax cut, a revenue reduction. Let me 
give the numbers, because last year we 
had one of the biggest fall-offs in reve-
nues we have seen in recent history. 
This year we are seeing that trend re-
peated. 

Our budget office, the Congressional 
Budget Office, which is neutral and 
nonpartisan, projected the budget over 
the next year, next 10 years. They said 
this year in fiscal year 2003 they ex-
pected income taxes to be about $38 bil-
lion over last year, 2002. If we look at 
where we are thus far since April 15, or 
if we look at just until March 1, excuse 

me, we do not know April yet, we will 
find that the total tax take thus far 
this year is running $54 billion below 
last year, which means it is $92 billion 
below what CBO, the Congressional 
Budget Office, is projecting.

Even though we are having this fol-
low-up of another year on the heels of 
last year where we have a natural re-
duction due to the economy and the 
Tax Code, a realignment of revenues, 
the administration is still ignoring 
that and pushing ahead with a mam-
moth tax cut which can do only one 
thing: it will make the budget deficits 
that we see here projected on paper vir-
tually engraved in stone. They will be-
come so difficult to unwind, resolve, 
work out, that they will become all but 
intractable. I have seen that happen. 

I came here in 1983 when we were 
deep in deficits. The deficits were get-
ting worse and worse and worse. But 
there is one factor now that is dramati-
cally different from the 1980s. That is 
something called the baby boomers’ re-
tirement. Seventy-seven million baby 
boomers are marching to their retire-
ment as we speak tonight. The first of 
them retires in 2008. By the time the 
peak retirement period is reached, the 
number of baby boomers on Social Se-
curity and Medicare will swell to 80 
million, twice today’s level of bene-
ficiaries. It will change the budget de-
mographically in ways we have only 
begun to imagine. 

What we should be doing now is sav-
ing, not dissaving. That is what defi-
cits are, it is dissaving, reaching into 
the private capital pool and spending 
that money that should be saved in 
preparation for facts, demographic 
facts that are going to occur when the 
baby boomers retire. 

We have a package which we have 
presented since January and will 
present again next week which would 
stimulate the economy. If there is any 
case to be made now for cutting taxes, 
it would be to try to give this econ-
omy, this sluggish, slumping economy, 
some kind of a kick, some kind of a 
boost so we can put people back to 
work. Once they go back to work, it 
will make it easier for us to deal with 
some of these budget problems. 

We have put forth a proposal which 
does that. But we do not need long-
term, permanent tax cuts that have 
out-year consequences that mortgage 
the future. We can simply have a tax 
cut that is focused on 2003, the here and 
now, when we have the problem. 

We have proposed such a tax cut: re-
bates to individual taxpayers, an im-
mediate write-off of plant and equip-
ment for businesses large and small, 
going after all sectors of the economy, 
trying to give the economy a boost. 
For one-seventh the cost we get, ac-
cording to well-established economic 
models, twice the effect in resulting 
jobs in the first year from our eco-
nomic proposal, and we do not have 
any out-year consequences. We simply 
do something on a one-time basis. We 
give the economy a boost, get it going 

again; and we do not have any out-year 
consequences. As a result, we accumu-
late about $1 trillion, 400 billion less in 
debt in the budget we propose than the 
Republicans propose. 

What they are proposing is not nec-
essary, by any means. It worsens our 
problem. That is why we are here to-
night, to talk about a problem that 
very much needs to be understood by 
the American public. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, this has 
been an exciting discussion. We have 
talked about responsibility, common 
sense, about jobs, about health care, 
and about getting this budget back on 
balance.

f 

FOCUSING ON THE ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GINGREY). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. 
CASE) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), for 
the accommodation. Perhaps after he 
hears the remarks, he may regret that; 
but as a consolation I will say to him 
that I share his passion for surfing and 
would be happy to show him a few 
waves in Hawaii, if that is agreeable. 

We need to focus, as we have for some 
time, on what is clearly our number 
one national challenge, revitalizing our 
economy and balancing our Federal 
budget. I want to make two points and 
emphasize them up front. 

First, I am happy that we all seem 
now finally to agree that it is all about 
the economy. There was some doubt in 
my mind, given the few months that I 
have been in Congress, but now there is 
no question about it. 

There is also no question that the 
tragedy of September 11 and Operation 
Iraqi Freedom necessitated our full 
focus, our full energy on national secu-
rity. But before, during, and after 
those events, it was and is and will be 
about a stagnating economy and a de-
teriorating budget. 

Now, this is an issue not only, as we 
all know, of jobs, of being able to care 
for our children, for our parents, for 
our communities, and of adequate re-
sources for our government to do what 
it must do for all of us. It is also, and 
this link is true, it is also about our 
basic ability to afford our national de-
fense. Because as we focus on national 
security, as we ask ourselves, what do 
we need to assure our national secu-
rity, we have to recall the painful les-
son that the USSR learned, which is 
that defense spending resting on an in-
sufficient economic foundation will get 
us every time in the end. It is all the 
same ball of wax. 

Second, the point I want to make is 
it is not just the economy, it is the 
economy/the Federal budget. They are 
two halves of the same apple. To say 
otherwise, to pretend that somehow we 
can talk about the economy and about 
our remedies for the economy without 
asking ourselves, what is the impact on 
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